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Attempts to Remove S. 2539, the new compromise Housing Bill, passed the Senate 
Ww. Academic Facilities on August 18 by a vote of 71 to 24. The provisions of major 
from New Bill Fail interest to colleges were summarized by Senator Sparkman of 


Alabama during the debate on August 17 as follows: 


College Housing Loan Authorization 


S. 57 contained a provision increasing the college housing loan fund by $300 million, 
which included $37.5 million for "other educational facilities" and $37.5 million for stu- 
SS dent-nurse and intern housing. The veto message objected to this provision under a heading 

which characterized S. 57 as “extravagant” and “unnecessary.” The representative of the 
overwhelming majority of all colleges and universities in the country testified that this 
tes, $300 million authorization "is an absolute minimum." 
n In view of the veto message and in spite of the need for a larger authorization, S. 
2539 reduces these amounts to $250 million, $25 million, and $25 million, respectively. 


College Classrooms and Educational Buildings 


er S. 57 provided a new loan program to assist colleges and universities in constructing 
ver or rehabilitating classrooms, laboratories, and related facilities, including equipment 
and utilities. As originally passed by the Senate, the new loan fund would have been $125 
| million. In an effort to meet administration opposition, the fund was reduced to $62.5 
} million by the Conference Committee. In view of opposition in the veto message, and in 
ed, spite of testimony that the"$62.5 million finally approved by the Congress is clearly an 
absolute minimum," S. 2539 reduces the fund to $50 million. Also in view of opposition in 


the veto message, S. 2539 provides that this program shall be financed by appropriations 
rather than by borrowing from the Treasury. 


As foreshadowed during the meeting of college presidents on August 12, the new pro- 
gram of loans for academic buildings has become a symbol, both to the Administration and 
) to Congress, of very important issues. The Secretary of the Treasury and -his supporters 
| on the White House staff, who oppose the use of direct Federal loans for any new programs, 
no matter how worthy, see this little item as a symbolic crack in the dam. Many members of 
Congress, incensed that this program should have been placed first on the list of probable 
causes for a second veto, (See this Bulletin, Vol. VIII, No. 30) consider it a symbol of 
an effort to dictate legislation by White House intimidation. The actual value of the 
program to higher education has become in many quarters a secondary matter. 
It was no accident, therefore, that the first two attempts to amend the bill on 
| August 17 were aimed at the academic facilities program. The amendment offered by Senator 
Robertson of Virginia, which would have eliminated the program entirely, was defeated by 
a vote of 53 to 40. The second amendment, by Senator Bush of Connecticut, which would 
have shifted the $50 million from academic facilities to college housing, was defeated by 
a vote of 53 to 41. The small but highly controversial item remains in the bill as it 
goes to the House. 
The Administration's alternative proposal for support of academic facilities (See 


this Bulletin, Vol. VIII, No. 30.) was mentioned several times during the debate. Senator 
Sparkman's conciliatory comment follows: LIBRARY 
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"Mr. President, a good bit has been said here, and a good bit was said in the 
course of the hearings from time to time, regarding the bill pending in the Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare, that is S. 1017. All the testimony. before us indicated 
that we cannot expect anything to come from this proposed legislation. 

"T have no desire to duplicate programs. I believe we ought to get started. 

I think we ought to get started now. My feeling is that if a college classroom pro- 

gram is started and later some other such program comes about as the result of the 
administration's proposal which takes care of the same facilities in a reasonably bul 
comparable manner, there is no reason why the program proposed in this bill could not 

be phased out or merged into the other program. Let me reiterate I have no desire to 

set up a duplicating service which will run on through the years. S. 2539 is a way 

to get started quickly on a program which is sorely needed." 

This attitude is very close to that informally taken by the college presidents 
on August 12. (See this Bulletin, Vol. VIII, No. 30.) 


Proposed Authorization The status report for the College Housing Program 
for Housing Loans Would for the month of July, recently issued by the Com- 
Barely Cover Applications munity Facilities Administration of the Housing and 


Home Finance Agency, indicates that the amount of 
money loaned and reserved actually exceeds the total of $925 million authorized in 
previous legislation. The reason for this fact answers a question frequently asked 
about this program: How much have the colleges repaid and made available for relend- 
ing? The report shows that the net repayments to date total $6,754,000. The total 
amount available in July was therefore $931,754,000 of which $928,560,000 has been 
either loaned or reserved. 

In addition, the agency has made contingent reservations of $148,715,000 for 
college housing plus $18,589,000 for service facilities. There are also 38 pending 
applications for housing loans totalling $47,826,000, on which actim has not as yet been 
taken. The total of the last three items, $215,130,000, is the approximate amount 
which the agency can allocate to colleges and universities almost immediately if the 
compromise Housing Bill is passed by Congress before the end of the present session 
and signed by the President. It is obvious that the $225 million authorized for 
college housing and service facilities in the new act will little more than cover 
projects for which applications are already on file. 


Defense Education Commissioner of Education Lawrence G. Derthick has 
Assistant Appointed announced the appointment of Clardy H. Moore, for 


32 years superintendent of city schools in Clarksvillej 
Tennessee, as special staff assistant for the National Defense Education Act programs 
in the Office of Education. He will be responsible for a continuing review and appraisi 
of the results and effectiveness of the NDEA programs, including coordination of in- 
formation relating to the programs. 

Mr. Moore, who obtained his primary education in a one-room rural school near 
Lewisburg, Kentucky, received his first teaching assignment in a similar school in 
Logan County, Kentucky, at the age of 18. He obtained his B.S. and M.A. degrees in 
1916 and 1917 from the George Peabody College for Teachers in Nashville, Tennessee. 

In 1919 he was appointed principal of the Clarksville, Tennessee, High School, a 
position he held until becoming superintendent of the Clarksville city schools in 1927. 
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